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Abstract

What is the relationship between electoral formulas, dynastic politicians, and party
development? A key assumption in the literature holds that the personal reputation
of politicians comes at the expense of party goals. Building on this premise, existing
accounts argue that certain electoral formulas can advantage dynastic candidates and
weaken parties. We argue that this is not always the case. To illustrate this point, we
examine an experiment in electoral reform that took place during the Third Repub-
lic of France, enacted to dismantle local, personalistic politics that characterized the
19th century. We instead find that while dynastic politicians enjoyed higher re-election
rates, party lists including dynasts performed better, and drew more candidates. These
results are consistent with an account in which electors care about candidate valence
but cast their ballots under imperfect information. Dynasts, able to signal their va-
lence more easily, contribute to the strategic bandwagoning of candidates. Our findings
contribute the literature showing that personalistic politicians make up for the organi-
zational deficiencies of political parties.
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1 Introduction

What is the relationship between electoral formulas, the incidence of dynastic politicians,

and party development? An important body of work has examined the impact of electoral

institutions on the party system (Cox 1997, Lijphart 1999). Another set of studies has

focused on showing how electoral rules make a difference for the types of politicians running

for office, arguing that the personal reputation of politicians comes at the expense of party

goals (Carey and Shugart 1995, Shugart, Valdini and Suominen 2005). Building from this

assumption a key prediction in this work holds that changing the way in which votes are

counted, or increasing a district’s magnitude, should lead to an increase in the success of

politicians cultivating a personal reputation.

Building on this work, scholars have examined the relationship between electoral formu-

las and the incidence of dynastic politicians. Dynasts are prime example of personalistic

candidates, and are widespread across democracies (Geys and Smith 2015). They typically

are successful in using their personal brand, superior network of politicians, and mobiliza-

tion resources to access office (Dal Bo, Dal Bo and Snyder 2009, Querubin 2010, Rossi 2009,

Asako et al. 2015, Feinstein 2010, Chhibber 2011, Van Coppenolle 2013, Smith and Martin

2016). Their ability to secure office, however, has been found to be tempered by the electoral

system in place. For instance, a shift in Japan from a “candidate centric” electoral formula

based on Single Non-Transferable Vote (SNTV) to a “party centric” mixed system based on

Single Member Districts (SMD) and Closed List Proportional Representation (CLPR) led

to a reduction in the incidence of dynastic politicians (Smith 2012). Similarly, the inter-

generational advantage of politicians has been found to be non-existent in the context of

“party-centric” Norway (Fiva and Smith 2016).

We argue, however, that the positive impact that certain electoral rules may have on

the development of political parties at the expense of personalistic candidates does not

1



always hold. The historical context and a country’s stage of development matters. This is

especially important when considering the role of political dynasties, a rudimentary form of

political organization that served an important function before the advent of mass parties. In

particular contexts, we argue electoral rules helped to bolster the fate of dynastic politicians

and even aided rudimentary organizations akin to political parties.

To illustrate this point, we focus on the early years of the Third Republic in France.

This period is notable for the near absence and weakness of political parties. We exploit the

electoral reform of 1885, which involved a shift from electoral competition in Single Member

Districts (SMD) to party list competition under Multimember Member Districts (MMD) and

an expanded electorate. The reform was enacted to dismantle the advantages enjoyed by

politicians relying on local, personalistic networks that characterized 19th century politics.

Existing accounts would predict the decline of dynastic candidates, and – given the weakness

of parties – a high level of vote splitting across parties. (Cox 1987, Carey and Shugart 1995,

Shugart, Valdini and Suominen 2005). Instead we find that dynasts are not only electorally

resilient, but their lists have relatively low rates of split votes, and we argue that the presence

of dynastic politicians contributed to this pattern.

To support this claim, we first show that after the reform dynastic politicians enjoyed

higher re-election rates, were less likely to face an uncertain second ballot, and were more

likely to vote for the preservation of the new electoral formula. We then show that party

lists including dynastic candidates were more likely to secure an electoral victory, and drew

more candidates. Our findings are consistent with a theoretical framework in which electors

care only about the valence of candidates, similar to the setup introduced in Galasso and

Nannicini (2011), but cast their vote in an environment of imperfect information about this

dimension. Dynastic candidates have an advantage in signaling this valence. As a result,

voters are more likely to vote for lists with dynastic candidates, and more candidates are more

likely to join these lists in order to maximize their chances of winning office. Together, these
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findings contribute to the recent work that shows that personalistic politicians can make

up for the organizational deficiencies of early political parties (Cirone 2016, Velasco Rivera

2016). More generally, our work contributes to our understanding of the development of

parties in new democracies (Panebianco 1988, Chhibber and Kollman 1998, Chhibber 1999,

Boix 2009, Chhibber, Refsum Jensenius and Suryanarayan 2012, Hale 2006, Hagopian 2009,

Tavits 2013).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The next section discusses the historical

context during the French Third Republic, discusses the electoral reform we analyze, and

discusses our theoretical expectations. Section 3 describes the data we analyze, and section

5 shows that dynastic politicians enjoyed higher reelection rates under the electoral reform

of 1885. Section 4 then shows that dynastic legislators were more likely to vote to keep the

MMD electoral formula in place. Section 6 shows that party lists that included dynasts were

more likely to win and drew more candidates. Section 7 provides some concluding remarks.

2 Historical Context and Theoretical Expectations

2.1 Dynastic Tradition in the French Third Republic

The French Third Republic is a particularly interesting case in which to study the prevalence

of political dynasties. The initial path of France’s democratization was punctuated by a series

of regime reversals from monarchy to republic, beginning in 1789 and finally made permanent

in the constitution of 1875. The government consisted of a bicameral parliament, and the

focus of national politics was the directly elected lower house of the National Assembly,

the Chambre des députés.1 Both the executive and partisan institutions remained weak,

but the legislature was active and influential. Early political parties were loose ideological
1Note France had already achieved universal manhood suffrage prior to the Third Republic
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groupings, primarily defined by their support for or against the new republican regime.

The Conservative bloc was composed of groups wishing to restore the monarchy, while the

moderate and radical Republicans sought to stabilize the new parliamentary government.

By the 1880s, it was clear that republican government would endure – yet while the fear

of monarchism had subsided, there were a number of conditions in France that favored the

creation of strong political dynasties.

To begin with, politics was local and highly personalistic. France was divided into over

600 majoritarian voting districts that each elected one deputy to the lower house, and districts

were capped at 100,000. Excluding the major cities, the average district size was 20,000 or

less, and rural districts predominated. There was significant variation in registered voters

across districts, however, due to population shifts as a result of both economic hardship and

delayed industrialization (Mayeur and Rebirioux 1975). In particular, agricultural crises

such as the infamous wine blight in the 1870s and 1880s resulted in population loss and

a ’rural exodus’ from agricultural areas and small towns to growing urban centers (Tombs

1996). Furthermore, deputies were almost always elected in the district, and at the very

least the department, in which they grew up – the ability to change electoral environments

to seek less competitive races didn’t really exist (Dogan 1953), meaning local reputation was

highly salient.

During this era, political parties remained weakly structured without true extra parlia-

mentary organizations. Candidates ran using self-sponsored committees, and had to be able

to provide a stream of constituency service in the form of favors (McPhee 2004, Kreuzer

2003). A deputy would build a reputation by consistently and repeatedly providing favors

and appeals to Paris, appropriations or infrastructure grants, as well as local office or other

employment to his electors (Graham 1913). As Weber (1976) noted, “Elections were built

on the name of a man, not on the principles and ideas the man represented.” In fact, many

figures who were known nationally, such as Jaurés and Ferry, lost elections to mediocre
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deputies with a stronger local connection (Hanley 2006). Thus the cost of voter cultivation

and campaigning (and the lack of party organizations on the ground), favored local notables

with independent resources or reputation.

In addition, this era is noted for the decline of the aristocratic political class and the rise

of the middle class politician. Titles of nobility had been eliminated with the republic, and by

the 1890s only 11% of deputies had some familial aristocratic link (Dogan 1967). Thus early

democratic politics in France were left to a different type of notable, free from the stigma of

the ancien règime – a political elite comprised of landowners and upper, professional middle

class members who possessed stores of wealth, prestige, and political power (Briquet 2012,

McPhee 2004). Before 1898, less than a third of deputies came from the middle or lower ranks

of the bourgeoisie (Mayeur 1975), while by 1910 over 50% did. France’s previous experiments

with democracy also meant there existed older generations who had prior experience in high

level government (as a minister to a monarch, or a member of the Estates-General, or as

a deputy in the first two republics). As a result, France was composed of well-resourced

political entrepreneurs, who preferred weak partisan institutions. These individuals, and

their descendants, were well placed to begin building a dynastic legacy.

"Political heritage" was an important channel of selection for deputies; it’s estimated

over 1,000 deputies in the Third Republic owe their positions to family connections (Dogan,

1963). Being born into a political family was a platform for entering the political elite, at

the local level or in Paris. It gave a candidate an electoral fief and reputational benefits,

a network of advantageous connections, an insider’s view of government, and to a certain

extent a political calling (Graham, 1982). This parliamentary legacy could be transmitted

from father to son, or from uncle to nephew, or grandfather to grandson, or even through a

network of cousins or in-laws. Dynasties were also common across all types of social origins

and ideology in France. In rural districts, with family territory dominated by Conservative

or aristocratic landowners, seats were "reserved" and passed on to the family heir. In other
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districts, middle class sons of Radicals or the Left inherited the family’s connections, the

support of local organizations, and political passion, and used these advantages to succeed

in increasingly more competitive races (Dogan 1953).

The dynastic tradition was also persistent – the social origins of politicians changed

dramatically, but each generation still aided the next into power. Aristocrats were replaced

by wealthy landowners or bourgeois, who then were replaced by manufacturing or trading

barons, and then the bourgeoisie of upper to middle class lawyers, doctors, or civil servants;

but all utilized the advantages of dynastic links. The Perier family is an example of an

enduring French dynastic tradition, in which no less than five generations of family members

held national office. A wealthy manufacturing family from Grenoble which had obtained

nobility prior to the revolution, the first few generations were aristocratic ministers to Louis-

Phillipe, and politicians under the July Monarchy. The next two heirs were civil servants and

local councilors, and deputies and even president under the Second and then Third Republics

(McPhee 2004).2 The Gavini family, of Corsica, is another example of an influential family’s

cooptation of parliamentary office. Here, elected offices were passed down continuously to

family members – from ancient regime notables to civil servants and lawyers – from 1852 to

1940 (Briquet 2012).

2.2 Electoral Law Reform in France, 1885 and 1889

Institutional change in new democracies in endogenous; politicians introduce reforms when it

is in their electoral or strategic interest (Capoccia and Ziblatt 2010), even if the consequences

of such reforms are unanticipated. This was most certainly the case in our context: “France

would not be France if it was not constant meddling with its fundamental laws (Currier

1893)." Here we exploit a brief but significant electoral law reform that was enacted in 1885
2In fact, Auguste Perier served as the minister of the interior under Thiers, and his son Jean-Casimir

Perier was a president of the Republic.
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and repealed in 1889: the adoption of multi-member districts in a newly enlarged electoral

arena. While only for a single term, this reform had immediate consequences on the political

cohort elected in 1885. Furthermore, this institutional experiment by the Republicans would

have an important impact on the political trajectory of France, for it helped pave the way

for the adoption of proportional representation in 1919.

France was divided into 22 different regions, roughly 86 administrative departments,

and over 600 single member voting districts that each elected one deputy to the National

Assembly. For the majority of the Republic, elections were held under a majoritarian, two

round system at the level of the district, called scrutin d’arrondissement. From 1885-1889,

national elections were instead held under a majoritarian, two round system with multi-

member districts at the level of the much larger administrative department, called scrutin

de liste. This system was a form of plurality at-large voting: voters cast at most the number

of votes equal to the district magnitude, but could only give one vote to each candidate (Cole

and Campbell 1989).

This reform entailed a number of significant changes to the 1885 election. First, it sub-

stantially increased the district magnitude and the size of the electorate. The administrative

departments serving as the new constituencies existed prior to the reform, no new boundaries

were drawn, but the reform introduced substantial variation in district magnitude across de-

partments – from as low as 3 deputies elected in Alpes-Maritimes to 38 deputies elected

in Seine. This also overrepresented rural departments. Similarly, the size of the electorate

ranged from as low as 31,320 registered voters in the department of Hautes-Alpes to as many

as 570,308 voters in the department containing Paris. Second, for the first time candidates

could fight alone or as member of a list, and voters had the ability to distribute their votes

to candidates across lists (Graham, 1982). However, while candidates could come together

to create a list in a district, true party organizations didn’t yet exist so there was no central-

ized coordination across departments. Instead, electoral competition via party lists reflected
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the bipolar struggle for the Republican regime; for the most part, voters considered a list

representing the Conservative bloc and at least one list representing the Republican faction

(moderate republicans, radicals, or both). It is also important to note that the vast majority

of departments retained the same or less seats in the national assembly under the MMD

electoral formula.

However, the change in electoral law had a significant and somewhat unexpected impact.

The Conservatives gained nearly all the districts they had lost in the decade preceding; in

1881, they had 96 seats to the Republicans’ 445, while in 1885 they increased to 202 seats

(Campbell 1958). This was due to both the rural advantage enjoyed under both systems, and

the fact that in many districts the presence of competing lists divided republican support

in the face of the more unified Conservative factions. It also affected the legislative careers

of the entering cohort of 1885. It saw by far the highest proportion of legislators serving

only one term, particularly in 1885 – over half the deputies elected would fail to return in

1889 (compared to 37% and 35% in 1881 and 1889, respectively) (Graham 1982). Finally,

the plebiscitary success of General Boulanger in a series of by-elections during the 1885

term posed a threat to those arguing for the stability of parliamentary democracy. As a

result, after the 1885 election the Republicans were forced to reevaluate the benefit of the

new scrutin de liste system. They reverted to favoring single member constituencies, and

changed the electoral law back for the 1889 election (where it would remain constant until

1919).

To understand the impact of the presence of dynasts on partisan competition following

the electoral reform in France, we discuss a simple framework of voter choice. We assume

that there is little or no ideological competition, weak party organizations, and a population

of voters caring only about the valence of candidates. If voters had perfect information about

candidates, and given that most departments kept the same or less number of seats at the

department-level, we would expect voters to elect only the the highest ranked candidates in
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terms of valence up to the magnitude of a given district. This means that in principle voters

could split their votes across lists of party labels as observed in other contexts with weak

parties (Cox 1987).

However, if instead there is imperfect information about the valence of politicians, dynasts

play an important role. The advantage of dynsts in the resources dimension can serve as

a heuristic for unininformed voters about the quality of candidates associated with them.

One implication of this argument is that lists including dynastic politicians should be more

successful. A second implication of our argument is that candidates caring about office

should want to join lists that count with the presence of dyansts. In this paper we provide

evidence supporting both of these claims.

Finally, we note that the existing literature does not offer a suitable framework to an-

swer the question we examine. The frameworks introduced in Carey and Shugart (1995)

and Shugart, Valdini and Suominen (2005) are of particular interest. Both examine the

relationship between electoral formulas and the importance placed on the importance of

candidates cultivating a personal reputation. However, both start from the premise that

there is a trade-off between party goals and candidates developing a personal reputation.

As our discussion suggests, this is not always the case. During the period we examine, and

given the imperfect information available to voters, dynastic politicians were in a positition

to bolster the fate of party lists, a rudimentary form of a political party.

3 Data

To examine dynasties in the Third Republic, we consider all members of the Chambre des

députés elected in general elections, from 1881 up until WWI.3 We utilize the official results

for each election published in Tableau des Élections a la Chambre des Députés, which provides
3By 1880, it was clear that democracy and local elections had stabilized; and the period from 1914

onwards was disrupted significantly by the wars.
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measures of electoral competition, constituency size, and deputy characteristics (such as

profession, local offices held, and incumbency status). We combine this with 1881 and 1886

census data, made available via L’Institut national de la statistique et des études économiques

(Insee), in order to include departmental demographic controls such as population density,

industrial population, and district wealth. The partisan affiliations of the deputies during

this period, as well as the party lists from the 1885 election, were not published as part of

the electoral results, so we collect this information from local and national newspapers at

the time of the election.4

Dynastic data comes from the National Assembly’s resource on deputies, Base de Don-

nées des Députés Francais Depuis 1789, which in turn relies on period-specific almanacs of

legislator biographies. These biographies have detailed information about deputy origins,

family influence, early life, and political career; which allow us to code dynastic links. A dy-

nastic connection indicates that the individual was the son, grandson or relative of a deputy

in the Chambre of Deputies.

Figure 1 details the number of dynastic deputies and their age over time. We can see

that, overall, the incidence of dynastic politicians fluctuated between elections, but overall

stayed constant – between 1880 and 1919, the number of deputies with family connections

ranged from 14 to 18 percent.

Dynastic politicians were also significantly younger than their non-dynastic counterparts.

As France democratized and modernized, and mass politics became the norm, one might

expect dynasties to slowly decline. To compare, in the UK, about 37% of MPs had dynastic

connections in 1868, and 22% in 1885 (Berlinski et al 2013); in the US, 11% of legislators were

dynastic between 1789 and 1858 in US (Graham 1982). In France, the rapid decline instead

comes after the 1914, yet this can be almost entirely attributed to a number of factors relating
4Newspapers included Le Matin, supplemented by L’impartial des Alpes, La Croix, and Le XiXe Siecle

surrounding the election in October 1885; available from the Bibliothéque nationale de France ( BnF).
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Figure 1: Evolution of Dynastic Legislators during the French Third Republic. Panel 1a
shows an overall declining trend in the incidence of dynastic deputies over the course of
this period. Panel 1b shows that dynastic legislators tended to be younger than their non-
dynastic counterparts.

to WWI and WWII.5 The lack of a dynastic decline before and after the electoral reform, and

the large variation in the electoral success of dynastic candidates across individual districts,

suggest that these politicians were relatively immune to a national reform meant to diminish

their influence but susceptible to more local electoral conditions. The next section directly

tests this idea.

4 Determinants of Institutional Change

We examine the debates surrounding the adoption of scrutin de liste that took place in

both 1881 and 1885, as well as the reversion back to scrutin d’arrondissement in 1889. In
5Primarily, politics during and between the wars were radically different, and the upper class which was

most likely to be dynastic suffered from the “lost generation at this time.
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particular, we examine the series of roll call votes that correspond with the final passage of

the respective electoral reform bills.

The push for electoral reform happened first in the year 1881, at the end of the 1877

term. Gambetta had been the primary champion of scrutin de liste, making it a Republican

cause and arguing that helped improve minority representation, it freed deputies from local

influence, and could strengthen fledgling parties.6 He succeeded in convincing the Chamber

of Deputies to pass the reform in May of 1881, with a narrow margin of 268 to 222. The

conservative Senate, however, rejected the bill; and Gambetta’s ministry was toppled that

same year. However, Gambetta’s subsequent death paved the way for the passage of the

reform; by the end of the 1881 term both left and right factions were reassured that the

system was not a dictatorial tool of the former leader (Garner, 1913). Furthermore, the

chamber was overwhelmingly Republican, easing the passage of the bill. In March of 1885,

Chamber of Deputies voted strongly in favor, 402 to 91, and with a similar action in the

Senate, the law was enacted on July 16, 1885 to affect elections later that year.

The 1885 reform was adopted for a number of reasons; historically, French deputies

changed the electoral law when they thought it could reassure their reelection.7 Republi-

cans were seeking to upset conservative control over small, rural districts. The proponents

of the change complained that the old system of scrutin d’arrondissement in small con-

stituencies favored local notables, gave primacy to local issues and personalistic politics, and

undermined the development of disciplined political parties (Graham 1982). Furthermore,

France’s second ballot typically involved strategic bargaining to coordinate the withdrawal

of candidates, typically managed by local notables (Hanson 2006). This, of course, was a

context that suited dynasties particularly well; and effectively the law was passed in part to
6"Voilá ce qui fait qu’á toutes les époques et á quelque parti qu’ils appartinssent, les grands parlementaires

ont toujours considéré le scrutin de liste comme étant á la fois la plus haute expression de la volonté nationale
et la plus large garantie des minorités légitimes." Gambetta, parliamentary debates, May 20, 1881, JO.

7Bills proposing electoral law change had passed multiple times in the lower house, but were blocked by
the appointed and indirectly elected rural Senate.
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undermine such types of local advantages that both dynastic and non-dynastic politicians

enjoyed.

At the time, it was strongly thought that increasing district magnitude should have eroded

the advantage enjoyed by dynastic and locally powerful politicians (Garner 1913). As Dogan

(1953) recounts: “Certain deputies – very popular in their arrondissements [districts] – were

much less so in the whole department, and the votes from their former ‘fief’ did not suffice

to ensure their election in the enlarged new constituency." By the end of the 1885 term,

however, the situation was different. Republican losses and the threat of Boulangism led

to another electoral reform debate in 1889. The vote to reestablish single member districts

took place in February of 1889, but the vote to repeal it was much closer than the vote had

been to initiate it, passing with with 268 in favor and 222 against. Then the Senate passed

it with a resounding majority.

Our theoretical expectations for support for electoral reform relate to the preferences of

dynastic candidates for reform. However, while modern theories of political science would

suggest that MMD shouldn’t hurt candidates with local resources, it is important to under-

stand the historical context. The debate surrounding the switch to larger districts revolved

heavily around the idea of breaking channels of local influence, and dynastic candidates had

every reason to think that larger districts would undermine their personal advantage. As a

result, we would expect 19th century dynastic candidates to oppose the first reform.

We examine the passage of both reform bills. The only caveat relates to the first vote, in

1885, which is a less than ideal measure of preferences for reform. At this point the battle

for reform had been won, and the vote passed with an overwhelming majority, leaving little

variation to examine, and strategic deputies maybe not have wasted political capital with a

“nay" vote on a bill that was sure to pass. This is evident when looking at the proportion of

dynastic candidates voting for each reform. In 1881, when the issue was contentious, 57%

of dynastic candidates supported the change to scrutin de liste; demonstrating variation in
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preferences. By 1885, when the bill was sure to pass, 81% of dynastic candidates voted in

support. Yet by 1889, after benefiting from the reform, only 36% voted in favor of switching

the law back. Still, even if the 1889 vote is a more accurate empirical test, both are useful

in examining the origin of the institutional change.

Our empirical analysis seeks to explain the adoption of both electoral law reforms, testing

a number of deputy and district-level determinants. Our two dependent variables are indi-

cator variables measuring support for the switch to scrutin de liste in 1885 and the change

back to scrutin d’arrondissement four years later. We include a number of variables intended

to measure the resources a deputy posses that might advantage him electorally: whether a

deputy is dynastic, whether he is an incumbent, and whether he holds a local office (such

as mayor or municipal councilor). Deputies from more competitive districts may be more

concerned about electoral reform, so we control for whether the politician faced a second

ballot when he was last elected. District demographics may also influence preferences for

reform, so we include the logged variables of registered voters to measure district size, the

number of working class inhabitants to measure socio-economic status, and the number of

houses built as a measure of district wealth, all from the French census. We also control for

population density, but due to census data availability we use slightly different measures for

each term; for 1885, we rely on the log of urban residents and for 1889 we use the log of

inhabitants per sq km. Finally, as both reforms were championed by the various left factions,

we include a dichotomous variable measuring whether the deputy is a Republican (opposed

to a conservative), and whether the deputy was based in Paris.

Table 1 presents four LPM regression specifications; two for each vote, with and without

regional controls. We can see that dynastic candidates were against the initial reform, and

then also against removing the new system in which they were advantaged; this is in line

with our expectations. Dynastic candidates were 7-10% less likely to vote in support of the

reforms. Interestingly, incumbent deputies seem to share weakly similar preferences with
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(1) (2) (3) (4)
1885 1885 1889 1889
MMD MMD SMD SMD

Dynastic -0.070 -0.093* -0.106** -0.074*
(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04)

Incumbent -0.065* -0.061 -0.071* -0.054
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Republican 0.013 -0.001 0.651*** 0.503***
(0.05) (0.06) (0.04) (0.07)

Second Ballot -0.045 -0.073 -0.163*** -0.086*
(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05)

Dual Mandate -0.013 0.002 -0.037 -0.020
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Registered Voters (Log) 0.009 -0.007 0.597** 0.389
(0.06) (0.07) (0.25) (0.29)

Paris 0.194 0.087 0.241 0.713**
(0.16) (0.25) (0.19) (0.28)

Workers (Log) -0.202 -0.003 -0.300 -0.418*
(0.13) (0.21) (0.19) (0.25)

Houses (Log) 0.058 0.298* -0.297** -0.065
(0.10) (0.16) (0.12) (0.17)

Urban (Log) 0.055 -0.062
(0.04) (0.07)

Pop Den (Log) -0.060 0.013
(0.06) (0.07)

Region Dummies No Yes No Yes
Observations 490 490 481 481
R-squared 0.024 0.076 0.363 0.496

Table 1: Determinants of Electoral Reform, 1885 and 1889. Tables reports LPM estimates
of the probability of voting in support of the switch to MMD in 1885, and then the switch
back to SMD in 1889. District demographics are logged, and to measure population density,
we use number of urban residents for 1881, and number of inhabitants per sq km in 1885.
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dynastic candidates, most likely for the same reasons – incumbency could provide a local

advantage or resources, as in the case of dynasties. Unsurprisingly, republican ideology has

the most significant effect for the 1889 reform; facing threats from the Conservatives and

Boulanger, they championed the return to the status quo. Overall, results are more robust

for 1889, most likely because this vote was quite contentious and therefore a better measure

of preferences.

5 Electoral Impact of 1885 Reform

This section presents the main results regarding the impact of the 1885 electoral reform

on the incidence of dynastic politicians in the Chamber of Deputies. The section presents

three main results. First, consistent with the theoretical framework discussed in the paper,

we find that politicians belonging to dynasties were more likely to be elected in districts

with smaller electorates. This happened because the advantage of politicians of this type

(buying influence by distributing local favors) was most profitable in small constituencies.

Second, we find that the change in the electoral system (increase in district magnitude and

electorate size), contrary to the expectations at the time, did not have a negative impact on

the incidence of dynastic politicians. On the contrary, the evidence suggests that politicians

of this type remained unaffected in relation to their non-dynastic counterparts. Finally, we

show that following the electoral reform, dynastic politicians were less likely to be elected

in races that went to a second ballot. We argue that this happened because the presence of

dynasts in a race depressed local competition.

We begin our analysis by examining the relationship between the electorate size and the

probability that a given district elects a member of a political dynasty. As discussed in

the theoretical section of the paper, politicians of this type should have thrived in smaller

constituencies. Following Dal Bo, Dal Bo and Snyder (2009), Querubin (2010), Rossi (2009),
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Asako et al. (2015), Feinstein (2010), Velasco Rivera (2016) we argue that dynastic politicians

had an advantage in both the reputation and personal resources needed to cultivate and

mobilize voters for reelection. However, their advantage has limits to scale. In particular,

the returns to personal resources decline in electorate size, since as the electorates gets larger,

for a given amount of resources and effort candidates can only influence a smaller share of

votes. Thus, we should observe dynastic politicians to be less likely to win office when there

are larger constituencies.

To test this prediction, we focus on all elections that took place in the period spanning

the years 1881-1914 - the largest uninterrupted period during the Third Republic. In this

period all but one election took place under first-past-the-post, single member districts. In

particular, we fit a loess regression of the probability of electing a dynastic deputy on the

log of electorate size (Log Inscrits), as measured by registered voters. Figure 2 plots the

resulting fit and confidence intervals for this regression, and consistent with our argument,

shows that there is a negative relationship between these two variables.

This relationship could be confounded by several factors. In particularly, one concern is

that the electorate size could be measuring the level of urbanization in a given district. And

so, one could argue that the story is not about the return to the resources of candidates, but

rather about the preferences of constituencies. It could be the case, for example, that once

a given constituency achieves a certain level of development, the profile among the pool of

candidates changes along with the preference of the populace for its elected representatives.

To address this concern, we run a set of mixed effect logit regressions, where the main

outcome of interest is the probability of electing a dynastic of interest. The main covariate

of interest is again the log of electorate size, Log(Inscrits), but we also control for the log

of population density in a given district, Log(Pop. Den.), and introduce both term and

department random effects.

The results from running this set of regressions are reported in Table 2. Column (1)
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Pr(Dynastic Deputy)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

(Intercept) 5.17∗∗∗ 5.20∗∗∗ 4.80∗∗∗ 6.93∗∗∗

(1.36) (1.36) (1.39) (1.73)
log(Inscrits) −0.67∗∗∗ −0.67∗∗∗ −0.63∗∗∗ −0.87∗∗∗

(0.14) (0.14) (0.15) (0.18)
log(Pop. Den.) 0.00 0.01

(0.06) (0.09)
Term RE No Yes Yes Yes
Department RE No No No Yes
AIC 3402.42 3406.08 3405.02 3311.34
BIC 3414.68 3424.48 3429.54 3342.00
Log Likelihood -1699.21 -1700.04 -1698.51 -1650.67
Deviance 3398.42 3400.08 3397.02 3301.34
Num. obs. 3404 3404 3402 3402
∗∗∗p < 0.001, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05

Table 2: Dynastic Deputies and Electorate Size. This table reports the ML estimates of
the relationship between the probability that a dynastic deputy get elected on the electorate
size. Column (1) shows that under the most simple specification (logit regression), there
is a negative and statistically significant relationship between the two variables of interest.
Columns (2)-(4) show that this result is robust to the inclusion of population density at the
arrondisement level, and term and district random effects.
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Figure 2: Dynastic Legislators and Electorate Size. This figure displays the non-parametric
relationship between the probability that a dynastic politician is elected to office and the
electorate size. The plot shows that there is a strong negative relationship between the two
variables. This pattern in consistent with a context in which dynastic politicians relied on
personal resources to win office, and these had decreasing effects in the size of the electorate.

reports the Maximum Likelihood estimate under a simple logit regression. The estimate

shows that the relationship between the two variables of interest is negative and statistically

significant. Columns (2)-(4) show that this relationship is robust to the inclusion of period

and departments random effects. As predicted, this evidence suggests that dynastic politi-

cians were more likely to be elected in districts with smaller electorates. We argue that in

such places the advantage of political dynasties was strongest.

We next look at the impact that the 1885 electoral reform has on the fortunes of dynasts

in relation to their non-dynastic counterparts. The advantage of this reform is that at the

time political parties were effectively absent. This allows us to assess how dynasties adapt
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or fail to adapt in reaction to changes in the electoral system. Indeed, the most important

motivation driving this reform was the desire to curb the power of local notables. However,

from a theoretical standpoint, it is unclear what to expect from the reform. One the one

hand, increasing the size of constituencies could have eroded the returns to the personal

resources of candidates. But it is unclear that such an effect would have a larger impact

on dynastic candidates. In addition, the increase in district magnitude in combination

with the second ballot, could have played to the advantage of dynastic politicians. For

instance, Shugart, Valdini and Suominen (2005) argue that in the context of an open-list

PR system, increasing district magnitude increases the return for a personal advantage. In

a similar fashion, controlling for the electorate size, an increase in district magnitude could

have increased the advantage of dynastic politicians. Opposition candidates and their voters

and could have been deterred at election time given dynastic popularity and higher level of

resources.

To estimate the impact of the reform, we adopt a differences-in-differences design and

focus on the re-election rates of dynastic politicians relative to their non-dynastic peers before

and after the reform. We argue that the pre-existing characteristics of the two politician-

types could have benefited (affected) one group in relation to the other. Thus, the differences-

in-differences would allows us to identify the effect of the reform on their respective re-election

rates.

Figure 3 shows the re-election rates of dynastic and non-dynastic deputies across 1877-

1914 period. As we note above, all but the 1885 election took places under FPTP single-

member districts. In the figure we can see that just prior to the election the re-election

rates of the two groups were indistinguishable from each other. However, once the electoral

system was changed we observe a slight divergence. In particular, non-dynastic deputies

experienced a sharp decline in the re-election prospects, while those of their dynastic coun-

terparts remained relatively unaffected. Interestingly, once the electoral system reverts back
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Figure 3: Re-Election Rates in the Third Republic. This figure displays the re-election rates
for dynastic and non-dynastic deputies in the period 1877-1914. The figure shows that prior
to the 1885 electoral reform the re-election rates of dynastic and non-dynastic deputies were
indistinguishable from each other. Once the reform is introduced we observe a divergence.
There is a steep decline in the re-election rates of non-dynastic legislators while those of
their dynastic counterparts remain relatively unaffected. When the scrutin d’arrondisement
system is re-introduced in 1889 we observed a convergence in rates.

to the single member district system in 1889, we find that the re-election rates of the two

groups become once again indistinguishable from each other. When we consider the entire

period, we observe another divergence in the series in the 1902 election. We argue that this

was the result of partisan shifts due to the Dreyfus case (1898-1906). A high profile political

scandal involving espionage, forged evidence, and the imprisonment of Captain Dreyfus, it

radically polarized the party system after 1898 and dominated the 1902 elections. At the

time, dynastic MPs were more numerous among the conservatives, and during that year the
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τD1 τD0 τN1 τN0 Diff-in-Diff s.e.(τ) p-value Obs.
Pr(Re-Election) 0.63 0.61 0.50 0.60 0.12 0.07 0.0881 1299
Pr(Second Ballot) 0.32 0.12 0.48 0.16 -0.12 0.057 0.035 1288

Table 3: Diff-in-Diff Estimates for the Effect of the 1885 Electoral Reform on the Re-Election
Rates and Probability of Runoff for Dynastic and Non-Dynastic Politicians. This table
displays the diff-in-diff estimates (and p-value) for the effect of the 1885 electoral reforms on
the re-election rates and probability of a runoff race for Dynastic and Non-Dynastic deputies.
The estimate shows that the reform had a positive effect on re-election rates and negative
on the probability of a second ballot. The increase in the electorate size had a larger impact
on the returns to the smaller resources of non-dynastic candidates, while the increase in
magnitude increased the viability of dynastic candidates in relation to their peers. Together
these forces led to a decrease in the re-election rates of non-dynastic politicians and a higher
probability of experiencing a race with a second ballot.

Right benefited from the electoral swing resulting from their mobilization over the Dreyfus

case (Hanson 2006).

Table 3 presents the diff-in-diff estimate for the effect of the 1885 electoral system reform

on re-elections. We find a positive and marginally significant estimate. As the first differences

show, this happened because the re-election rates for non-dynastic politicians experienced a

sharp decline, while those of the dynastic type remained relatively unaffected. Substantively,

this result suggests that the losers of the reform were not the dynastic deputies but their

peers. We argue that owing to their advantage in personal resources, dynastic deputies,

relative to their counterparts, were able to withstand the challenge that the new electoral

systems posted to them.

Our argument regarding why dynastic politicians were not affected by the 1885 electoral

reform is that even in a larger electoral arena, their reputation and personal resources were

still enough to significantly depress electoral competition. They were perceived by voters and

other candidates to be the most competitive in the races that they participated, for a number

of reasons – dynastic candidates were local notables with significant resources, they typically

had a reputation for procuring favors and influence, and had access to political networks
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Figure 4: Probability of Second Ballot in the Third Republic. This figure displays the
probability of a race going to a run-off for dynastic and non-dynastic deputies in the period
1877-1914. The figure shows that throughout the period, dynastic politicians were less likely
to be elected a races with a second ballot. In addition, the figure shows that the probability
of being elected in a runoff increased at a higher rate for non-dynastic politicians following
the introduction of the 1885 electoral reform (scrutin de liste sytem).

necessary to navigate electoral bargains on the second ballot. All made dynastic candidates

formidable opponents, which had two effects. First, it reduced the number of candidates

that participated in a given race. And second, within a given race, the presence of dynasts

made it less likely for a race to go to a second ballot (or, in other words, dynastic candidates

achieved a clear majority of the vote in the first round). Figure 4 plots the probability that

a race goes to a second ballot for dynastic and non-dynastic politicians. The figure shows

that throughout the period, dynastic politicians were less likely to be elected in races with
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a runoff. However, we can also see that following the 1885 electoral reform, the probability

that a race goes to a second ballot increased at a higher rate for non-dynastic politicians

relative to their dynastic peers. Indeed, the second row in Table 3 reports the estimate

for difference-in-difference in the probability that dynastic and non-dynastic politicians are

elected in a second ballot. We find that the estimate is negative and statistically significant

(p-value = 0.035).

Consistent with our theoretical predictions, this section has shown three main results.

First, throughout Third Republic, dynastic politicians were more likely to be elected in

smaller constituencies. It was in such an environment that their advantage in personal re-

sources had the largest payoff. Second, following the 1885 electoral reform, and contrary

to the expectation at the time, the re-election rates of dynastic deputies did not suffer. Fi-

nally, we show that probability of a non-dynastic politician going to a second ballot increase

at a higher rate relative to that of their dynastic counterparts. We argue that this hap-

pened because dynastic politicians had advantage in personal resources. As a result, dynasts

emerged as the most viable candidates in the races at the department level and therefore

experience higher re-election rates and lower probability of going to a runoff relative to their

non-dynastic counterparts.

6 Dynastic Politicians and Party Lists

This section provides evidence that dynastic polticians bolstered the electoral prospects

of party lists, which we argue are a rudimentary form of political parties, following the

adoption of MMDs in France. We find that the the presence of dynastic candidates as a

fellow contenders for a seat in the national assembly was associated with a 14 percentage

point and 12 percent increase in the probability of a list’s victory and total number of

candidates, respectively. Our evidence suggests that the resource advantage of dynastic
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politicians served as a heuristic to voters, which contributed to them casting straight votes

for party lists including dynastic politicians; anticipating this response, a larger number of

candidates were more likely to join the ranks of lists with dynasts.

In the absence of strong political parties, existing accounts, as we have noted, predict

high proportion of voters splitting votes across candidates of different party labels within

each district (Cox 1987). This is not what happened in the French case in the election under

the MMD electoral formula. For the most part, list competition under the MMD system

resulted in a race between a Conservative list, and one or more Republican lists.8 Although

party lists were present, voters in principle allocated votes to candidates, and could thus

distribute their vote to candidates across lists. Candidates could also run as independents,

and – due to the majoritarian nature of the voting system – some candidates on a given

list could receive enough votes to be directly elected in the first round, while the remaining

members of the list were forced to compete in the second ballot. Surpirsingly, however, only

23% of departments elected deputies from separate lists within the same ideological camp,

and only 11% of departments elected deputies from both Conservative and Republican lists.

We argue that dynastic candidates play a key role in explaining the observed patterns

of list competition, for a number of reasons. To the extent that voters simply chose a list,

instead of allocating votes across candidates, the presence of a dynast with name recognition

could provide an important heuristic. They would be an important focal point for a list, with

potentially positive externalities for coordinating candidates. Similarly, dynastic politicians

could enjoyed an advantage in mobilization capacity, and in the context of little intra-party
8In some departments, the competition was exclusively among different types of Republican lists, and a

small number of departments had uncompetitive lists contest the first round. These were typically Socialist
lists, a third Republican faction, or special interest lists such as agricultural protection. The average number
of lists in the first round was 2.7, though 15% of the sample had 4 or 5 lists compete, and in almost all
cases only 2 lists remained by the second ballot. However, it was possible for lists to change from the first
to second round. This is driven by both by uncompetitive lists contesting the first round and the fact that
strategic coordination typically meant either the consolidation of the Republican lists, or the withdrawal of
the lesser republican faction (as measured by first round results).
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competition, they could have pooled them for the benefit of a party list. As a result, we

should find a positive association with the presence of dynastic candidates on a list and

its electoral prospects. Further, if other politicians perceived the advantage of dynastic

candidates, we should also observe a a positive association between the inclusion of dynasts

and the total number of candidates running in a given list.

To test these claims, we collected data on party list affiliation in the 1885 election, as

presented in national and local newspapers. We matched both winning and losing candi-

dates in the final round to their respective lists or independent candidate status. For this

analysis, it was necessary to code the dynastic status of losing candidates, which presented

a data challenge. Both the official election results and primary sources provided the losing

candidate’s name, former offices held (including deputy), occupation, and region. In many

cases, losing candidates in 1885 were either former deputies or would be elected in the future;

we could match this to our existing dynastic data. For losing candidates who never made it

to office, we matched their surname to the entire universe of deputies in the Third Republic;

then undertook archival research to determine the family connection of a match. Given the

all-male assembly and the importance of patrilineal connections in the 19th century, this is

the most reliable way to uncover dynastic connections.9

Figure 5 plots the distribution of dynastic candidates across party lists. The left panel

shows that only with a few exceptions lists competing in the 1885 election had more than

two dynastic candidates. In the right panel we examine the incidence of dynastic candidates

by party affiliation. There is some variation across parties in the incidence of dynastic

candidates over competing lists, though overall dynasts were well distributed across ideology.

The proportion of lists with at least one dynastic candidate is 47%. The corresponding figures

among Conservatives, Republicans, and Radicals are 50%, 52%, and 43% respectively.
9This potentially omits dynastic status through intermarriage (i.e., son in law of a previous politician);

we are working to resolve this.
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Figure 5: Dynastic Candidates Across Party Lists. The left panel plots the distribution
of total number of dynastic candidates across party lists. The right panel displays barplots
with with the proportion of party lists with at least one dynastic candidate.

Figure 6 provides suggestive evidence that the presence of dynastic candidates had a

positive impact on the electoral fortunes of and the total number of candidates running

across party lists. The left panel shows that the probability of a list’s victory increased with

the number of dynastic candidates in the list. The right panel shows that the distribution

of party list size increases with the inclusion of dynastic candidates.

These bivariate relationships may be confounded by institutional and socio-econonomic

factors. Thus, we also fit a linear regressions to account for potential alternative explanations.

Table 4 reports the point estimates from this analysis. As evidence supporting our first claim,

Column (1) shows that the presence of dynastic candidates is positively associated with the

probability of an electoral victory for the list. In particular, the point estimate indicates

that the presence of an additional dynastic candidate is associated with a 14 percentage-

point increase in the probability of victory. As Columns (1)-(3) show, this finding is robust
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Figure 6: Dynastic Candidates and Victorious Lists. The figure displays the probabil-
ity that a party list wins an election against the number of dynastic candidates among its
ranks.

to controlling for department magnitude, the party affiliation, the number of incumbents

in the list, socioeconomic indicators (log rural and total population, log of the number of

working class workers in the department, and log of the total number of shops as a proxy

for income), and region fixed effects. As evidence supporting our second claim, Column (4)

shows that the presence of dynastic candidates is associated with a 12 percent increase in

the total number of candidates running under a party list. Columns (4)-(6) show that this

relationship is robust to controlling political and socio-economic confounders.

These results suggest that the presence of dynastic candidates boosted the electoral

prospects of party lists. While we present the first evidence that dynastic candidates affected

party list competition, due to data constraints it is difficult to test the specific mechanisms

behind the dynastic advantage.10 However, in this paper we have suggested the effect comes
10There were no permanent party organizations at this time, and there is little data on activities of electoral

committees; turnout data exists, but only at the level of the department.
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List Wins Log(Number of Candidates)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dynastic 0.142∗∗∗ 0.147∗∗∗ 0.162∗∗∗ 0.121∗∗∗ 0.127∗∗∗ 0.131∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Magnitude −0.272∗∗∗ 0.259∗ 0.414∗∗ 0.633∗∗∗ 1.131∗∗∗ 1.075∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.143) (0.201) (0.012) (0.125) (0.200)

Radical 0.257∗∗∗ 0.277∗∗∗ 0.259∗∗∗ 0.388∗∗∗ 0.412∗∗∗ 0.434∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.017) (0.022) (0.064) (0.072) (0.074)

Republican −0.037∗∗∗ −0.034∗∗ −0.061∗∗∗ 0.663∗∗∗ 0.674∗∗∗ 0.730∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.013) (0.016) (0.040) (0.040) (0.044)

Conservative −0.038∗∗∗ −0.023∗∗ −0.040∗∗∗ 1.015∗∗∗ 1.022∗∗∗ 1.072∗∗∗

(0.011) (0.011) (0.015) (0.030) (0.030) (0.033)

Incumbents 0.128∗∗∗ 0.131∗∗∗ 0.134∗∗∗ 0.124∗∗∗ 0.120∗∗∗ 0.120∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Log(Rural Population) 0.001 0.025 −0.237∗∗∗ 0.041
(0.012) (0.031) (0.033) (0.093)

Log(Total Population) −0.733 −0.287 −1.465 −2.476
(0.681) (1.384) (1.060) (2.083)

Log(Working Class) 0.093 −0.686 1.285∗ 2.496
(0.459) (1.129) (0.771) (1.765)

Log(Shops) 0.132∗∗∗ 0.293∗∗∗ −0.066∗∗∗ −0.154∗∗∗

(0.011) (0.022) (0.020) (0.042)

Intercept 0.701∗∗∗ 6.751 8.891 −0.704∗∗∗ 4.464 −0.697
(0.033) (14.567) (28.358) (0.058) (12.650) (33.711)

Region FE No No Yes No No Yes
Observations 202 202 202 202 202 202
R2 0.340 0.355 0.398 0.578 0.593 0.632
Adjusted R2 0.320 0.321 0.292 0.565 0.572 0.568

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Table 4: Impact of Dynastic Candidates on Probability of Party List Victory
and Size. The table report OLS estimates for the impact of the presence of dynastic
candidates on a party lists on the probability that a party list wins an election and the
log of number of candidates in a list. The point estimate on the first column shows that
the presence of an additional dynastic candidates is associated with a 14 percentage point
increase in the probability of a list victory. Columns (1)-(3) show that this estimate is robust
to controlling for the department’s magnitude, party affiliation and the number of incumbents
in a list, as well as demographic controls. The point estimate on the fourth column shows
that, controlling for district magnitude, lists with dynasts are on average 12 percent larger.
Columns (4)-(6) shows that this result is also robust to political and socio-economic to the
inclusion of controls.
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via two channels, that could be tested in further research: reputation and resources. The

personal advantage enjoyed by dynastic politicians could attract a wide range of voters across

the district, or dynasts could use their political resources to mobilize constituents in support

of their party list.

7 Conclusion

This paper has shown that the electoral reform adopted in France in 1885 had unintended

consequences for the survival of dynasts and the performance of organizations that can be

considered early forms of political parties. Following the adoption of Multi Member Districts,

and an expansion in the size of the electorate, members of political dynasties enjoyed higher

re-election rates, while at the same time the party lists under which they ran enjoyed better

electoral prospects and drew more candidates. We argue that during this period electors

relied only on the valence of candidates when casting their votes in a context of imperfect

information. Owing to their advantage in electoral resources, dynastic candidates had a

better ability to signal higher valence. As a result, under the MMD electoral formula, the

presence of dynasts increased the success of party lists and encouraged a strategic bandwagon

by candidates.

Our findings contribute to the literature that shows that personalistic politicians can be

a substitute for the deficiencies of political parties (Cirone 2016, Velasco Rivera 2016). In

this way, our findings contrast with predictions in the existing literature positing that the

personal reputation of politicians comes at the expense of party goals (Carey and Shugart

1995, Shugart, Valdini and Suominen 2005). In the particular context we examine, the

presence of dynastic of politicians led to a marriage of convenience between the dynastic and

non-dynastic politicians, which propelled the fate of early forms of political parties. This

insight speaks more generally to the literature that focuses on the development of parties
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in new democracies (Panebianco 1988, Chhibber and Kollman 1998, Chhibber 1999, Hale

2006, Boix 2009, Hagopian 2009, Chhibber, Refsum Jensenius and Suryanarayan 2012, Tavits

2013).

Finally, our results also shed light on the role of institutional reform in early periods of

democratization. The change in the law from 1885 to 1889, while brief, was an important

juncture in the trajectory of French electoral institutions. From the start of the regime to the

1890s, the debate about electoral reform focused on whether the majoritarian, second ballot

system should be used in single or multimember constituencies. After the “failed" experiment,

the debate shifted entirely to the adoption of proportional representation (Garner 1913). This

would be attempted a number of times in the first decade of the 20th century, and would

finally succeed in 1919, drastically realigning the party system with implications for the

Fourth and Fifth Republics. Thus the desire to undermine local advantage via institutional

reform in a new democracy had both immediate effects on class of elected politicians, and

and long lasting influence on the institutional design of the French regime.
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